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DETAILED ACTION 
Specification 

1 . The disclosure is objected to because it contains an embedded hyperlink and/or other 
form of browser-executable code (paragraph [0019], line 11, paragraph [0021], lines 12 and 15). 
Applicant is required to delete the embedded hyperlink and/or other form of browser-executable 
code. See MPEP § 608.01. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A palcnl may nol be oblaincd though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set Ibrth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 



3 . This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 

claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
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evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S. C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

4. Claims 1, 6 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Skoyles-Greenberg (World Pub. No. WO 01/25970 Al). 

Regarding to claim 1 , Skoyles-Greenberg discloses the invention substantially as 
claimed. Skoyles-Greenberg discloses a method for approximating the maturity of a company in 
view of at least one maturity model (page 2, lines 14-18) comprising: establishing work products 
(page 2, line 25); relating individual requirements of the at least one maturity model (i.e. 
operations maturity model) to the work products (page 11, lines 28-31); tracing the work 
products to the individual requirements of the at least one maturity model (page 11, lines 17-18, 
page 12, lines 8-9); and providing an indicator of the approximate maturity of the company in 
view of the at least one maturity model (page 6, lines 7-9, page 14, lines 18-20). However, 
Skoyles-Greenberg does not explicitly disclose generalized and company-specific work products. 
Andersen Consulting L.L.P. discloses a work product list (page 12, lines 5-6) to comprise a 
category and function assessment list of the products (i.e. page 10, lines 13-14). It is common 
knowledge in the prior art for the work product list to include generalized and company specific 
work products. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made for the method for approximating the maturity of a company as 
taught by Skoyles-Greenberg to include establishing generalized work products; relating 
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individual requirements of the at least one maturity model to the generalized work products; 
providing company-specific work products; associating at least some of the company-specific 
work products with at least some of the generalized work products, tracing the company-specific 
work products to the individual requirements of the at least one maturity model through the 
association of the at least some company-specific work products with at least some the 
generalized work products; and providing an indicator of the approximate maturity of the 
company in view of the at least one maturity model as taught by Skoyles-Greenberg The 
motivation for doing so would have been to approximate the maturity of a company in view of at 
least one maturity model based on generalized and company-specific work products. 

Regarding to claims 6 and 7, Skoyles-Greenberg discloses the invention substantially as 
claimed. However, Skoyles-Greenberg does not explicitly disclose wherein the indicator of 
approximate maturity is provided in a report and the report includes a list of the individual 
requirements of the at least one maturity model that were not traceable to at least one of the 
company-specific work products (as per claim 6) and wherein report fiirther includes a Ust of 
company-specific work products that were not associated with the generalized work products (as 
per claim 7). Skoyles-Greenberg discloses identifying and resolving gaps (i.e. gap analysis) 
(page 15, Iinesl2-15) and producing an assessment report (page 16, lines 16-17 and 23-24). It is 
common knowledge in the prior for the assessment report to provide the indicator of approximate 
maturity (page 6, lines 7-9, page 14, lines 18-20) and for the gap analysis to list individual 
requirements of the at least one maturity model that were not traceable to at least one of the 
company-specific work products (as per claim 6) and wherein report further includes a Ust of 
company-specific work products that were not associated with the generalized work products (as 
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per claim 7). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made for the method of Skoyles-Greenberg wherein the indicator of 
approximate maturity is provided in a report and the report includes a list of the individual 
requirements of the at least one maturity model that were not traceable to at least one of the 
company-specific work products (as per claim 6) and wherein report fiirther includes a hst of 
company-specific work products that were not associated with the generalized work products (as 
per claim 7) as taught by Skoyles-Greenberg. The motivation for doing so would have been to 
provide a report for approximating the maturity of a company in view of at least one maturity 
model for individual requirements that were not traceable to at least one of the company-specific 
work products. 

5. Claims 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Skoyles- 
Greenberg (World Pub. No. WO 01/25970 Al) in view of Aycock et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 
5,765,138). 

Regarding to claim 2, Skoyles-Greenberg discloses the invention substantially as 
claimed. However, Skoyles-Greenberg does not disclose wherein the maturity of the company is 
approximated in view of at least two maturity models, wherein the individual requirements of the 
at least two maturity models are related to the generalized work products. Aycock et al. 
discloses selecting quality maturity requirements from at least two models (i.e. standards) in 
accordance with project requirements (column 5, lines 44-47 and 60-65). Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
combine the method of Skoyles-Greenberg wherein the maturity of the company is approximated 
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in view of at least two maturity models, wherein the individual requirements of the at least two 
maturity models are related to the generalized work products as taught by Aycock et el. as both 
Skoyles-Greenberg and Aycock et al. are directed to the method for approximating the maturity 
of a company in view of at least one maturity model. The motivation for doing so would have 
been to approximate the maturity of a company based on different requirements. 

6. Claims 3 and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Skoyles- 
Greenberg (World Pub. No. WO 01/25970 Al) in view of Baudoin et al. (U.S. Pub. No. 
2004/0010709 Al). 

Regarding to claim 3, Skoyles-Greenberg discloses the invention substantially as 
claimed. However, Skoyles-Greenberg does not disclose wherein the at least one maturity model 
includes multiple levels of maturity. Baudoin et al. discloses multiple levels of maturity 
(paragraph [0022], lines 3-10). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the method of Andersen Consulting 
L.L.P. wherein the at least one maturity model includes multiple levels of maturity taught by 
Baudoin et al., as both Skoyles-Greenberg and Baudoin et al. are directed to the method for 
approximating the maturity of a company in view of at least one maturity model. The motivation 
for doing so would have been to define the maturity of a company in view of at least one 
maturity model from least mature to most mature. 

Regarding to claim 4, Skoyles-Greenberg discloses the invention substantially as 
claimed. However, Skoyles-Greenberg does not disclose wherein the indicator of the 
approximate maturity is indicative of the highest of the multiple levels of maturity attained by 
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the company. Baudoin et al. discloses recording the highest maturity level for requirements 
(paragraph [0026], lines 7-9). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the method of Skoyles-Greenberg 
wherein the indicator of the approximate maturity is indicative of the highest of the multiple 
levels of maturity attained by the company as taught by Baudoin et al. as both Skoyles- 
Greenberg and Baudoin et al. are directed to the method for approximating the maturity of a 
company in view of at least one maturity model. The motivation for doing so would have been 
to indicate the most mature level attained by the company. 

7. Claims 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Skoyles- 
Greenberg (World Pub. No. WO 01/25970 Al) in view of Baudoin et al. (U.S. Pub. No. 
2004/0010709 Al) and further in view of Balz et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 7,136,792 B2). 

Regarding to claim 5, Skoyles-Greenberg and Baudoin et al. discloses the invention 
substantially as claimed. However, Skoyles-Greenberg and Baudoin et al. do not disclose 
wherein the indicator of approximate maturity is a percentage. Balz et al. discloses assessing 
approximate maturity based on a percentage score (see FIG. 1, column 4, lines 6-11). Therefore, 
it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to combine the method of Skoyles-Greenberg and Baudoin et al. wherein the indicator of 
approximate maturity is a percentage as taught by Balz et al., as Skoyles-Greenberg, Baudoin et 
al. and Balz et al. are directed to the method for approximating the maturity of a company in 
view of at least one maturity model. The motivation for doing so would have been to indicate 
the approximate the level of maturity based on percentage. 
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8. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Skoyles- 
Greenberg (World Pub. No. WO 01/25970 Al) in view of Balz et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 7,136,792 
B2). 

Regarding to claim 8, Skoyles-Greenberg discloses the invention substantially as 
claimed. However, Skoyles-Greenberg does not disclose wherein the indicator of approximate 
maturity is a percentage. Balz et al. discloses assessing approximate maturity based on a 
percentage score (see FIG. 1, column 4, lines 6-11). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the method of 
Skoyles-Greenberg wherein the indicator of approximate maturity is a percentage as taught by 
Balz et al., as Skoyles-Greenberg and Balz et al. are directed to the method for approximating the 
maturity of a company in view of at least one maturity model. The motivation for doing so 
would have been to indicate the approximate the level of maturity based on percentage. 

9. Claims 9-12 and 14-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Aycock et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 5,765,138) and in view of Skoyles-Greenberg (World Pub. No. WO 
01/25970 Al). 

Regarding to claim 9, Aycock et al. discloses the invention substantially as claimed. 
Aycock et al. discloses a method for using a maturity tracing system in order to determine the 
approximate maturity level of an organization in view of at least one maturity model comprising: 
entering data indicative of work products into the maturity tracing system through a user 
interface (column 10, lines 39-42); associating (i.e. competitive analysis) at least some of the 
work products with at least some of the pre-existing work products provided on the maturity 
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tracing system through the user interface (column 10, lines 5-11 and 62-67); requesting (i.e. 
download) the tracing of the work products to maturity requirements for the at least one maturity 
model through the user interface, wherein the maturity tracing system includes at least one 
application for relating the pre-existing work products to the maturity requirements for the at 
least one maturity model (column 10, lines 55-57 and 62-67); and requesting a report indicating 
the approximate maturity level of the organization in view of at least one maturity model through 
the user interface (column 11, lines 57-62). However, Aycock et al. does not explicitly disclose 
organization-specific and generalized work products. Skoyles-Greenberg discloses a work 
product list (page 12, lines 5-6) to comprise a category and function assessment list of the 
products (i.e. page 10, lines 13-14). It is common knowledge in the prior art for the work 
product list to include organization-specific and generalized work products. Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made for 
to combine the method of Aycock et al. with the feature of entering data indicative of 
organization-specific work products into the maturity tracing system through a user interface; 
associating at least some of the organization-specific work products with at least some of the pre- 
existing generalized work products provided on the maturity tracing system through the user 
interface; requesting the tracing of the organization-specific work products to maturity 
requirements for the at least one maturity model through the user interface, wherein the maturity 
tracing system includes at least one application for relating the pre-existing generalized work 
products to the maturity requirements for the at least one maturity model; and requesting a report 
indicating the approximate maturity level of the organization in view of at least one maturity 
model through the user interface as taught by Skoyles-Greenberg as both Aycock et al. and 
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Skoyles-Greenberg are directed to the method for using a maturity tracing system in order to 
determine the approximate maturity level of an organization in view of at least one maturity 
model. The motivation for doing so would have been to approximate the maturity level of an 
organization in view of at least one maturity model based organization-specific and generalized 
work products. 

Regarding to claim 10, Aycock et al. discloses including querying text (i.e. selectively 
access) indicative of at least one of the pre-existing generalized work products and the maturity 
requirements for the at least one maturity model in order to ascertain description information 
therefore (column 10, lines 62-67). 

Regarding to claim 11, Aycock et al. discloses wherein the description information is 
provided in a pop up window (i.e. secondary display window) on the user interface (column 14, 
lines 47-55, see FIG. 6). 

Regarding to claim 12, Aycock et al. discloses wherein the description information is 
provided through a hyperlink (i.e. icon) to an information screen on the user interface (column 
13, lines 61-64, column 14, lines 47-53). 

Regarding to claim 14, Aycock et al. discloses wherein the maturity of the organization is 
approximated in view of at least two maturity models (i.e. standards) (column 5, lines 44-47 and 
60-65). 

Regarding to claim 15, Aycock et al. discloses the invention substantially as claimed. 
Aycock et al. discloses a system for approximating the maturity of a company in view of at least 
one maturity model (column 2, lines 38-41) comprising: means for storing data representative of 
work products (i.e. specifications), data representative of individual requirements for the at least 
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one maturity model (column 2, lines 49-52, column 3, lines 44-46); at least one database (i.e. 
product database) for relating work products to the data representative of individual requirements 
for the at least one maturity model (column 9, lines 59-62 and 64-67); and an application (i.e. 
interface) for a user to access the databases and an indicator of the approximate maturity of the 
company in view of the at least one maturity model (column 11, lines 17-20) However, Aycock 
et al. does not explicitly disclose generalized and company-specific work products and an 
application for prompting the association of the data representative of the company- specific 
work products to the data representative of generalized work products; an application for tracing 
the data representative of the company-specific work products to the data representative of 
individual requirements for the at least one maturity model; and an application for providing an 
indicator of the approximate maturity of the company in view of the at least one maturity model. 
Skoyles-Greenberg discloses a work product list (page 12, lines 5-6) to comprise a category and 
function assessment list of the products (i.e. page 10, lines 13-14). It is common knowledge in 
the prior art for the work product hst to include generalized and company specific work products. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the system of Aycock et al. with the feature of storing data 
representative of generalized work products, data representative of individual requirements for 
the at least one maturity model and data representative of the company-specific work products; at 
least one relationship database for relating the data representative of generalized work products 
to the data representative of individual requirements for the at least one maturity model; an 
application for prompting the association of the data representative of the company-specific work 
products to the data representative of generalized work products; an application for tracing the 
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data representative of the company-specific work products to the data representative of 
individual requirements for the at least one maturity model; and an application for providing an 
indicator of the approximate maturity of the company in view of the at least one maturity model 
as taught by Skoyles-Greenberg, as both Aycock et al. and Skoyles-Greenberg are directed to the 
system for approximating the maturity of a company in view of at least one maturity model. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to approximate the maturity of a company in view of at 
least one maturity model based on both generalized work products and company-specific work 
products. 

Regarding to claim 16, Aycock et al. discloses wherein the system approximates the 
maturity of the company in view of at least two maturity models (i.e. standards) (column 5, lines 
44-47 and 60-65). 

1 . Claims 13, 17 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Aycock et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 5,765,138) in view of Skoyles-Greenberg (World Pub. No. WO 
01/25970 Al) and fiirther in view of Baudoin et al. (U.S. Pub. No. 2004/0010709 Al). 

Regarding to claim 13, Aycock et al. and Skoyles-Greenberg disclose the invention 
substantially as claimed. However, Aycock et al. and Skoyles-Greenberg do not expUcitly 
disclose wherein the user interface is a computer comprising a processor, data input means and 
data viewing means. Baudoin et al. discloses wherein the user interface is a computer 
comprising a processor (paragraph [0016], lines 3-4), data input means (paragraph [0016], lines 
6-7) and data viewing means (i.e. monitor) (paragraph [0016], lines 8-9). Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
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combine the method of Aycock et al. and Skoyles-Greenberg wherein the user interface is a 
computer comprising a processor, data input means and data viewing means as taught by 
Baudoin et al., as Aycock et al., Skoyles-Greenberg and Baudoin et al. are directed to the method 
for using a maturity tracing system in order to determine the approximate maturity level of an 
organization in view of at least one maturity model. The motivation for doing so would have 
been to determine the maturity level of an organization in view of at least one maturity model on 
any type of computer. 

Regarding to claim 17, Aycock et al. and Skoyles-Greenberg disclose the invention 
substantially as claimed. However, Aycock et al. and Skoyles-Greenberg do not exphcitly 
disclose a user interface for collecting the data, wherein the user interface comprises a processor, 
data input means and data viewing means. Baudoin et al. discloses a user interface for collecting 
the data, wherein the user interface comprises a processor (paragraph [0016], lines 3-4), data 
input means (paragraph [0016], lines 6-7) and data viewing means (i.e. monitor) (paragraph 
[0016], lines 8-9). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to combine the system of Aycock et al. and Skoyles- 
Greenberg with the feature of a user interface for collecting the data, wherein the user interface 
comprises a processor, data input means and data viewing means as taught by Baudoin et al., as 
Aycock et al., Skoyles-Greenberg and Baudoin et al. are directed to the system for 
approximating the maturity of a company in view of at least one maturity model. The motivation 
for doing so would have been to approximate the maturity of a company in view of at least one 
maturity model on any type of computer. 
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Regarding to claim 18, Ay cock et al. and Skoyles-Greenberg discloses the invention 
substantially as claimed. Aycock et al. discloses a network connection (i.e. communications 
network) (column 10, lines 22-23). However, Aycock et al. and Skoyles-Greenberg do not 
explicitly disclose wherein the data input means includes at least one of a keyboard and a port. 
Baudoin et al. discloses wherein the data input means includes at least one of a keyboard 
(paragraph [0016], lines 6-8). It is also common knowledge in the prior art for a computer to 
include a port. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to combine the system of Aycock et al. and Skoyles-Greenberg 
wherein the data input means includes at least one of a keyboard and a port as taught by Baudoin 
et al., as Aycock et al., Skoyles-Greenberg and Baudoin et al. are directed to the system for 
approximating the maturity of a company in view of at least one maturity model. The motivation 
for doing so would have been to approximate the maturity of a company in view of at least one 
maturity model remotely using a communication network. 

Conclusion 

10. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

Miller et al. (U.S. Pub. No. 2003/01 10067 Al) discloses a method and system for 
assisting an organization's progression through the levels of the Capability Maturity Model 
(CMM). 
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1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to GEORGE PARK whose telephone number is (571)270-3547. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday (EST). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Joe Cheng can be reached on (571) 272-4433. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



GP 

1/10/08 



/Joe H Cheng/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 41 14 



